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SMMlY AND) IMUCAIOiro

Tiere is a natural concern tbhoughout the Nav, Ath the identi-
fication and utilization of leadership qualities. This is a report on two
problems related to leadership. First, !wv independent of personal friend.
ship are estimates of leadership? Secondly, we wish to knov the relation-
ship between leadership characteristics i those characteristics which
would make a man a good group member capable of following a leader. Are
the qualities wVhich make for good leadlership campatible or incompatible with
the aualiti.es which constitute good foliowership?

ThG best avaitla•ile technique for the meassrement of leadership
qualiiles is the pWeer nomntmiat.on =-thod. Typically, each member of a group
ia asked to nominate the three memnbrs of his sroup Thom he considers most
capable of leadership and the three members whom he considers least capable
of leadership. A maes "leadership score" is determined by the namber of
positive nominations froa, the gro%, he obtains in contrast %o negative nomi-
nations. Using thie technique, estimates of individual leadership qualities
were obtained ka six sections of approximately 30 Naval Cadets each. A
total of 187 leadership ratings were obtained. In addition. umnations
were obtained for "high" &,- "low" followership capacity. Each member of
the section was asked to asumi he ýra a leader of a military mission and
to nominate three members wh':'m he would p:refer as woze.b-rs of the group and
the three he would least prefer. These were called followership ratings.
Finally, each -nominator listed his three best friends ia the cection.

Mhe results of our analysis of the relationohips among these
meascures yield certain clear-cut ceo!.wixions. teadership estimates are to
a considerable extent independent of friendship. In otber words, the basic
on which an individual nominates somone as being "high' nr "low" on leader-
ship is not necess&rily determined by his friendsh:i with the I iidual
being rated. For examylae, 44 of the men listed es friends by the nomi-
natoru; were not nominated as one of the three 'highest" on leaderriip.

In regard to followe-ship, there was an extremely high relationship
between the ieadbrship nominations and tL individuals chosen as good
follcors. If an inilvicitA! was .ominated as e leader by an individualit
was most likeli tht'.t be vould b* nominated as one who =a desired as a member
or follower in the group. This is to say that those pe-ple whom people woald
choose to b1 their leader they vo,,!d also cho r '• to be followers if they
thmelves were leaders.

In regard to this latzer find.g. it appears that the man capable
of being a leader 4 - also considered capable of beirg a good gpuup member
or of following a lader . his makes sense in our present structured insti-
tution in which a mmn mzst not only lead his group but be capable of follow.
ing directions from leaderts higher in the hierarchy. This makes our task of
selection more difficult in that you cannot assume that those who are not
"high" on leadership will make good followers. However, our task is more
clearly defined.
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INTRODUC•i'I0N

0f thhe various techniques vhich have ererged from recent social
research, those founded in sociometric nominations or ratings have proved
to be among the most useful. During the last years, several studies (1,2,
3;77:8) have demonstrated the validity of such measures against various
perfcrrmnce criteria. In a vcry tangible sense, this literature documents
the effectiveness of group opinion in making predictions about individual

ou members, particularly with regard to leadersllp. Empirically, then,
the techniques of evaluation by peers have gained substantial support.

This paper concerns itself with two problems of some import to
the interpretation of peer nominations. One of these is the "followership"
isue, that Is. the interpretation which may be drawn .A.vom leaderebiU noM!.
nation data with regard to characteristics of follov.ership. A rather popu-
lar position considers that individuals nominated "low" or zusregarded on
leadership nominations constitute a followership group. This view rests on
the assumtion that leadership and follovership fall at opposite poles of
a status continuum. An alternative position, howevey?, which naes 1o
assumption, mint hypothesize this "non-leader" group to be neither dts.rable
as leaders nor desirable as followers. Thus., !t is probable that within
given institutionl structures, leadership and followership qualities are
inter-dependent. To determine whether this is tru, iwsofar as peer nomi.
nations may reveal such relationships, is our first problem.

A second issue with which we are concerned is the lingerimg doubt
that peer nominations represent -nich more than a "popularity contest."
Here. the critic asks, in effect: are leadership nominations so much e,
function of "relevant" factors as they are a consequence of sheer popularity,
i.e., considerations of friendship? At least one response to this question
has been prezented by Wherry cud Fryer (7). Reporting on their research
at the Signal Corps Officer Candidato School, they contend that peer ratings
on leadership yield superior predictions of performance and hence constitute
s•mmthing beyond, or divorced from popularity as such. Their case is sub-
stantiated by analyses against criteria external to the ratings, with
conclusions dram inferentially from the obtained relationships. This is
eod•l evidence, but only in one aspect. The fAt remains that the qualities
of popularity or friendliness determining ratings in one area may well be
the comnon determinant of success in later performance. CoMlementary data
drawn from a more direct approach to this question would appear to be re-
quirod.

In this approach, we shell treat these problem of followershipj,
loadership and friendship together for several reasons. First, thare is
tho interest In any differential effect that friendehip =ay play in leader-
ship and followership choices. Seeond, and perhaps more critically, there
is the realization that if a relationship were to be found botween leader-
ship ard follovership, it vould be desirable to k4iv -he axtent to which
this *w a function of cocmon characterietics rather bhan m=rely a choicai
of friends for coe•on rolos. The ultimate ain is to provide a wcmvwhzt m •
complete viow of the maning of poer nmibtions.
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PROBLEM

Simply put, t -, rxrpose of the present study is to define moz*
clearly the interrelatijn,,';ps among socio etrically derived measures of
leadership, folioweroh-;, ema friendship. Two typical questions of a general
nature to be studi.ed -Pe these:

1. In whait vy, and to what degree is foUoverchip related to
leadership?

2. In witc- wvy, and to what degree, is friendship related to
leadership, and ht. does this compare with the relationship, iZ umy, between
friendship and fo . vership?

SMIJ3TS AND PMOCU

The ses ,e consisted of 187 Naval Aviaaion Cadets representing
eight sections 5"idating from a 15 week pre-flight tra~ing course at
Pensacola in tU fall of 1953. The cbaracterictlc rOCS-type" regiren to
which the cadet. x exposed tends to bring about strong in-group affili-
ations within ; '# sections. By the end of the pre-flight course, It is
reasonable to 'oct that each of ULA cadets has had an opportunity to ob-
serve his sec .- mates under a variety of conditions. With regard to
backgroufd, V- night be noted too that all the oadets have had a minim•u,
of two yetars t college or its equivaleot and have a man age olightly in
excess of 21,

Dk.<.n ±Its laat week of training, each section was askeod to
co=.!1ete tiv ws-iometric ncination forms; the first tw• of these were
on leadersh1p and followership, the third on friendship. In the case of the
leader osip and followership forms, the cadet was instructed on the sheet vo
ussum tbt '. as assigned to "a special military tit with an undisclowd
PIsuion,' For leaderslhip, h e mw asked to nominte in order three cadets
from bih &•ction whom ha considered best qualified (1iugh") to lead this
spociil :it and three cadets from his section whom hb considered least
qualifizm ("low Gu)n'- the followership foim. a simil.v set vas prosented
Aith the instruction that the cadet astm that he hL relf had been %ssigned
to the lesdersip of this specia!i unit; from cawg E:47 section-m1tes, he was
asked to noailte three cadets whom he sud want ase •art of his unit and
three whom he would not want. Both forms stressed tL.. ceAets were to be
aelected in terms of the abilities which the nomiatw considered to be
iorten for thave roles. The third form solicited the n as of three
cadot8 whom the nominator considered t be his best friends, within his
sectioa.

Scoret, on the leadership and fol1aorship variablos rter d*rived
by vaighting poiztive nomLmatious +3+2, m +1, ard negativo .xmiati=•
-1,, -.2,and -3. An iepbrvac sunmatIon of th:3se weights vas then d';Avded br
tbz, potetil numIttr of noirrtors in the zection, for. ay one m=n (N - 1),
ttsw yielldirg n Waiex of v. cadet' a standing from +3 to -3 on both the
)xadrrshly e'A foi vrshp conti= . Frienaahtp nominations vare treated
by " simle rj•,•txom of a eraetj'a nominations divided by N - l; in this

n



inutence no sm e ivld, sice only opoitive nMd~nat ions Were ob-

ANALYSES AND) IM-SUITS

The oplit..half reliabilities secured for the three scores,. using
ndO.-even nominators3 (W -1041). were as follows: leadership. .914; follower-
ship, .91; friendship, .41i. 'Thie r's reported have been corrected by the
SpevemnBrou-n prophecy f ormula.

The findings of correlational analysis are presented in Table 1.
The intercorrelations of the three sociomet-ric variables will be seen to
readi a significant confideucie level, with the coefficient between leader-
ship and follovership (r -. 9ý2) attaining the highest magnitude of the
three, Twe corelation of .147 between leaderchip and tiendship is -In accord
with relationiships of a similear magnitude obtained betweaen leadlership and
pqpularity in previous studiera reviewed by Stogd!]ll (6., p. 59) . To de-
temineAn the digal-Picance of the difference between the three combinati.ons
of paired crorrelations, the t test was applied. Coruputp-tion of tho
standard error of the difference was accomplished the~ougla a technique aug..
gested by Peat=a (4, y. 1420) which allows for dependent samples with one
array in acmn. As indiCated, all of these differer±bes are significant
beyond tae .01. level,,with the obtained magnitudes indicating that friendship
contriVbutes relatively less weight to leadership than it does to follower-
ship, A partial r calculated between leadership and followership,, vith
friendship held constant, yields a coefficient of .90 The effet o~find-
ship on the basic leadership-followerohip relationship appears to be naegpli-
giblet the~refore.,

Since the nomination scores ware group-derived., with weighitings
introduced which might serve to obscure personal interactions., two additional
analyses were comVleted with direct utilization of indiri~dual. choice-response
pattern. These are sumiamized in Tables IT. and M.I. In Table Ii, consider,-
ation Is given the disposition of a no~miator's three "high" anid three "low"
leadership choices, so far as his nominations for fol-lovership are concerned.
T¶e analysis questions whether a nominator tends to choose his "high" leader-
ship namitnces ae "high" on followership, and whether tht, reverse holds true
as wall. Reading across the top row., the mean in eac' cell represents ib
mean nimber of all the nominators' three "high" leadership choices who were
Ocbovan "high or "low" or not mautioned on followership, TIr~ as= of bhese
meanas croas will equal 3.00. Consider., as an illustration, the first cell;
the mean of 1.67 indicates that this nimiber,, out of three "higl-" leadership
nominees., imre nominted -- on the erver~ag -. as nhifg~'_n followership.
An alternatit-e uny of vieiiing thees 4ata Ija in percen-to.ge form. Dn the
first cell, 4hant 0,6% (1.67/3,00) or norenationa are represented, 7-a
bottomi row presents the identvoce. 'ýVIlY- - for those nominated "low" on
leadgwship. Here, an might L* E it-ý ;&ij the trend of msan size is re-
Veredj, rMfleeting the hip.* corii ions between leadership and followrship.

AM =anvail's aimiler to the previous owe is Presented in Table III.
Th'a focus of attention here is on the disposition of friends within leader-
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ship and follnwership nomination categories, Specifically, considera+ion
I= been given to the mean mmber of the nominators' friends who we nomi-
nated$, on the average•, as "Ugh" or "low" or not at all on leadership, in
the top 'ov. and on followership, in the bottom row. F?--= t4ie firgt two
top coii• It -W1..' be ""cted .... I of the three friends, an average of .83
of them are nominated "high" on leadership while 2.U. of them are disre-
garded in these nominations. This stands in contrast to the adjacent bottom
cells where means of 1.33 and i.63 friends are nominated "high" on follower-
ship or disregarded. These meansp of course, may be simply transformd to
percentages as indicated for Table II. This over-all pattern highlights
the fact that an average of more than two out of three friends are dis-
egarded on leaderO-sip nominations; so far as follovership nominatic-s-are
concerned, no such marked tendency evidences itself. The t values coruputed
vertically establish the significa.nt differences in disposition of friends
between ?eadership and followership nominations for bhe "high" or not
mentioned categories.

DISCUMSION

With respect to the fundamental questions underlying this investi-
gationthe results indicate. first, that leadership and followership nomi-
nations are intimately related in a positive direction. The implication of
this finding is that the more desired followers tend to be at the upper
extremes of the leadership distribution; a corollary of this would be that
those who ae low or disregarded on leadership nomination are not viewed
as desirable Zollowers.

The second major finding is that leadership -and followershlp
nominations are, to a considerable extent, independent of the friendship
choie of the Wmiators. This finding tends to substantiate the fpct that
peer nominations &' t not mere "popularity contests," but represent, at
least for the variables of this study., evaluations of the individual's
potential for performance independent of the dimension of friendship.

In discussion of the relatively high correspondence between leader-
ship and L'.olloirdrship, the crux of the matter lies, of course, in our defi-
nition of followership. The term may be broadly aiproached from the view.
point of the leader or that of the led, i.e., the followers. In other words,
the follow'ra may be evaluated on their capacity as followers or their
willizigmss to be follovers. One may adopt either or both views. We have
chosen to view followership as it is judged from the leadership standpoint.
We have made this choice for two reasons: first, the reality of institution-
al demands and, second, the nature of the sociometric process and its
established validity. A composite of followership nominatiow, from potential
leaders -- foliowership as viewed by all Aroup members actiig as a Ieader --
presento a reasonably satisfactory picture of this kind of foilowership. As
it emarge hbre, thsn, our definition of follovership is the extent to which
an individual is desired by potential leaders of a group functioning within
a circumscribed institutional context.

5
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In keeping with this lixm of thinkingp an additional analysis w'as
conducted to deterzie whether individuals chosen "high" on leadership
differed essentially in th.-i choice of followers from individuals chosen
"low" on leadership. By correlating th-e f ollowers-ip _cores derived from
nominations made by individuals in the top half of the leadership continuum
with followership scores derived from nominations made by individuals. in the
lowsr half of the leadership coutinuum, it was fomd that the leadership
status factor made little difference in the selection of followers; the
correlation between the folimrship scores obtained Independently from
these two nominator groups was .82. Noting that the split-half reliability
is a correlation between two sets of followership scores obtained inde-
pendently of the leadership status of those making ncminations, this r of
.82 accords wall. th ftl-lcýrship'o uncorrected reliability of .83.

The finding that good leaders are also judged as good foliowersa
makes sense when viewed within an institutional framework like the military
establisbment. The principle represented applies a" well to other znsti-
tutions, however. With the Imcreasing ccmipla-diy of our society, the role
of the institutional leader demands something more than leaping on a white
charger to gallop off in a solely gelf-determined direction. Typically, he
must effectively lead his group in directions which have been assigned to
that group. Given this circumstance, the leader must himself be a good
follower or hii, group may find itself destroyed or performing inefficientl~y
in a total organizational mission. This point has been well elucidated LL
an indurstrial study of the first-line mspervisor by Pelz 15).

At a theoretical level., the ft.zdings suggest one possible fart%-x-
dimension to the dencription of char-ecteritica of a gwod leader, that is,
good follovership. While we have not defibed such characteristicr, it
appears fruitful, to const~er the peer nomination tachnique aa haviiv utiity
in permitting their specification. Whatever use =y ba UMait, otf this added
dimension, practically, it may profitably serve as aa adjunct xc leadership
data where such techniques as poser nominations are aind toward the ful-
filling of institutionally prescribed leadership roles.
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TABIS I

I11TRORRULATIO1NS AMONG=RSHV$P FOLLOWERSW AMD FRINDSWI SCORES

CorrelmW Variables r P

Leadership vs. Follomirbip .92 < .0o1

Leadership vs. Friendship .47 T .001

Followrship vs. FrIan1ehip .5, .0a1

W -1

* A significance of differences beyond the 2$ level between all combinations

of these coefficients was obtained.



TABLE 2

KM MIUMIM OF DISTIBUETION
OF H11G AND LOW YnADE.iMTP MMTION ON FOLOWERMP

Fo13.ovrsbip

-Not Mbntio,,ed Low

Laroe~rlhp 6= .7= .7 6m - lx l 3.O00

Iffrmlinted Low on o0 l.o06 Y. . 19io
1 Leadership 0o 6 a .79 6 = 79 Ey - 3,C

N r 187



TABla MI

MWA ASS EGRMM!T OF
AIMD FOTLLOWERMMOI NM [OMMON FOR TH~E MUM RLMM PU WS .LGA!Ml

High Not Mentioned Lov

Leaereiip N iorl nd , i .83 it = 2.31. IX .06 -

of Vrtbe frien~ds* 6. .81 6 w~ .71 6= .24 15 30

Fo11owarebo~p =,tionw 1 n.33 - 1.i63 0
of three ftriadis* .7 6- .7 -. 8 9 30

p -(.001 P(<.0O1 P >.05

* Zoh Bp u..tlag w a nominator, r~mams tbree fricr1s. !Le top rnfoxw ws
the mean mnzwber of friandoahip nominees nomimted a.j tbI*A&1 on levderehips,
not mntloynd,, or nomimte I as 'O1o#' on 1emerehip; the bottrz rov prevento
the s~b an1.yic for folloverehip nominat±08.


